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After 2 years, the further use of export control powers will
require anew 5 step process to be followed by industry and
the company.

This involves preparation of a case by the industry, exten-
sive consultation with industry and final approval of the
export control by the Secretary of the Department of Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Forestry (AFFA). This new 5 step
process aso includes the preparation of a Regulation Im-
pact Statement by AFFA to ensure the proposed use of the
powers complies with National Competition Principles.

The company’s ongoing use of the powers will be subject
to conditions set out in the Deed of Agreement and to Ad-
ministrative Appeal Tribunal review to ensure exporters
arefully informed of the use of export control powers.

The new company arrangements are expected to ddiver
significant benefits to the horticulture industries.

Theseinclude:

design and delivery of research and devel opment and mar-
keting services would be integrated into one company, to
allow the provision of 'market-driven’ research and devel-
opment programs,

afford industries the flexibility to determine the arrange-
ments that best address their individual circumstances,

generate streamlined and focussed industry programs that
have the capacity to realise synergies between research and
development and marketing,

harness the expertise of other members of the horticultural
supply chain, where appropriate,

and promote commercial innovation at the farm business
level through providing programs that complement the
activities of individual growers.

The bill is strongly supported by the horticulture industry
which is to be commended for its efforts in bringing this
initiative to fruition - in partnership with the Government.

HORTICULTURE MARKETING AND RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT (REPEALS AND CONSEQUEN-
TIAL PROVISIONS) BILL 2000

This bill accompanies the Horticulture Marketing and Re-
search and Development Services Bill 2000.

The purpose of this bill isto provide for:

the transfer of assets, liabilities and staff of the two existing
Corporations, the Australian Horticultural Corporation
(AHC) and the Horticultural Research and Development
Corporation (HRDC) to the new horticulture services com-
pany

to protect existing staff entitlements in the transfer

the flow of statutory levy and matching R&D funds to the
new company

thetransition period for the use of export control powers of
the AHC

provide for a Trust to hold Australian dried fruit industry
reserves

completion arrangements for final annual reports of the
two Corporations

the regulation making powers under the Act
repeal and consequential provisions for other Acts, in-

cluding abolishing the AHC, the HRDC and the Australian
Dried Fruits Board.

These arrangements are necessary to establish the new
company and provide for the legislative arrangements to
apply in the future.
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The Act also provides for the Minister of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry to declare the transfer day for the
new company and for notice of this to be published in the
Gazette within 14 days.

The AHC and HRDC are required to assist the establish-
ment of the new company and the Act provides for the
Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry to issue
written directions to this affect as needed.

All assets, liahilities and staff are to be transferred to the
new company, with the exception of an amount of $2m of
dried fruits industry reserves, which isto be held in aDried
Fruits Trust for future industry marketing programs.

These reserves have been built up over many years and the
dried fruits industry have requested that a Trust be estab-
lished to alow for industry control of these reserves in the
future.

The transfer of assets to the new company are to be exempt
from stamp duty and other State taxes in order to preserve
industry funds.

The bill also provides for the repeal of the AHC and
HRDC Acts and the consequential amendments to other
Acts as a consequence of this.

Ordered that further consideration of these bills be

adjourned to the first day of the 2001 autumn sittings,
in accordance with standing order 111.

CIVIL AVIATIONAMENDMENT
REGULATIONS 2000 (No. 3)

Senator GREIG (Western Australiaj3.46 p.m.)—
| seek leave to move business of the Senate notice of
motion No. 8 in an amended form.
Leave granted.
Senator GREIG—I move:
That Part 47 of the Civil Aviation Regulations in Item
[7] of Schedule 2 and Items [1], [4] and [5] of Schedule 3
of the Civil Aviation Amendment Regulations 2000

(No. 3), as contained in Statutory Rules 2000 No. 204 and
made under the Civil Aviation Act 1988, be disallowed.

| am pleased to be able to move this disallowance
motion this afternoon, and particularly pleased that it
is in my capacity as the Democrat spokesperson for
transport. The Democrats are moving this motion
because the amended part 47 of the civil aviation
regulations put forward by the government is seri-
ously flawed for at least three reasons. Firstly, the
consultation process, which ought to have been com-
prehensive and clearly accessible, did not alert people
to exactly what it was that CASA, the Civil Aviation
Safety Authority, was intending to do. Secondly, the
definition of ownership was manipulated to such an
extent that aircraft owners became fearful that they
would lose their aircraft through administrative bun-
gling. As of this afternoon, | have received approxi-
mately 1,000 emails and/or faxes from general avia-
tion pilots deeply concerned about this particular
regulation being proposed. The third reason is that
the amended regulation would put Australia at odds
with the International Civil Aviation Organisation
and its advocacy and recommendations.

Aircraft owners found out about this particular
proposed change to the regulations only when they
recently received a letter saying that, in some cases,
they had to change the name on the certificate of
registration. It is true that a notice of proposed rule
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making, locally known within the industry as an that the person who has possession of the aircraft
NPRM, was issued in 1998, but it really did fall short may not be totally honest. Aircraft owners see the
of what is usually understood to be a consultative practical problems more readily than CASA has,
process. The NPRM appears only on the CASA web  certainly in relation to this particular proposed
site and is, therefore, accessible only dectronically change to the regulation. How is the ownership of the
and only to those with Internet access. The NPRM  aircraft determined if the certificate of registration is
did not refer to the letter that aircraft owners were in the possessor’'s name rather than the actual
about to receive. The NPRM defined the owner of an  owner’s, as per a dictionary definition? As | said,
aircraft as, ‘the person who has possession and caince the Australian Democrats gave notice to move
trol of the aircraft’. The Oxford dictionary defines arnthis motion to disallow, we have been inundated with
owner as ‘someone who owns as property an objediaxes and emails of support.

The regulation that we are moving to disallow de-
fines the owner as ‘the person responsible for the ! 2SO WE”} to acknowledge the tremendous vol-
aircraft’s maintenance and airworthiness’. untary work o

It is little wonder, | suggest, that CASA did not get Mr Boyd Munro, an advocate for general aviation

; : -and its safety—who | understand made the effort at
much negative response from its NPRM. CASA did"
not tell people during the consultative process—tgS OWn Personal expense to be here today—who

the extent that it existed—just what it was that it ind €W Nis weight and expertise behind this particular

tended to do. Those pilots who read the explanato Qﬂpe}l%?\(;gr;r;ilérfhg:ar:]arﬁgurlr?etlr(r)er;elg (ﬂ'd a?lci);rﬁ;?l_t
notes would have been reasonably satisfied with t e h X e yf q P s if ot
NPRM's definition of an owner. It would have beer"he me, have received similar faxes an e.ma'sﬁ ! nog
only those who kept reading through the electronf'€ Same ones. It is interesting, in going throug

cally posted NPRM on the proposed regulation—60'21Y of those faxes, to note some of the comments
pages in total—who would have stumbled over th

ade by many small aircraft owners and operators.

new CASA definition of owner, a definition probably' O €xample, a Cessna owner from Victoria wrote:
unrecognisable to the writers of the Oxford dictionMy first thought when this lovely piece of CASA toilet

. EVen g e rSguaion ol ot e TP STV s S o ek 16 e o
gered concern unless CASA also included the lettet. = ;

or made reference to the letter that it was intending Ja "Sanity to buy my Cessna. There is no way known |

h | i R Ise; iti ine.
send to all aircraft owners. The letter CASA sent OLA uld jver asj;%? my C.O to fmeﬁne glse It .'Z n;me
to certificate of registration holders said: N understandable sentiment. Another pilot said that

The new regulation means that if you are not contralling the law-makers at CASA were being ‘rather stupid’:

the maintenance of your aircraft you are required to trans- | do not think the people at CASA are wilfully stupid—I

fer your certificate of registration to the person who is. think they are essentially good people—but I do think they
. . . are working under difficult circumstances where there does

The reason given in the letter for transferring the ceft appear to be any clear directive from the minister for

tificate of registration was: transport in terms of what it is they should be doing and
There have been too many incidents in which vital ~ focusing on as a priority.

been passed on by the certificate of registration holder to  Nay South Wales. Another Cessna owner from
the person controlling the airworthiness and maintenance Queensland wrote:

of the aircraft.

. o ) . lgot this letter regarding CofR transfers and what | thought
As an aside, it is worth noting that, although the incko myself was ‘what a load of rubbish’ and | threw it away.
dent in which Mr Mick Toller of CASA was recently | hope CASA will not be upset.
involved—and about which | asked the minister &gt gnother owner wrote:

question recently—did not involve an airworthines§thinkthat this latest :
h . : . . i proposal by CASA to transfer aircraft
directive, his method of passing on vital safety ingoqjations is absolutely crazy. It seems to me that they

formation was not in itself in accordance with then;st mirror their own mentality when thinking about air-
regula“ons. The Democrats and aircraft owners URraft owners. | often wonder how many of them have
derstood the letter to refer to aircraft owners who hingought their own aircraft with their own funds after having
their aircraft to charter operators or flying schoolsworked and saved for many years to accumulate those
An owner has no other title over ownership in dunds. | think they lack commercial reality.

similar vein to car ownership. Nobody would reaThat comment was from a Beechcraft owner in New
sonably ask you to hand your car registration tgouth Wales. Many similar sentiments both by fax

someone else if you happen to hire you car or haveaiid email were received in my officeand | am surein
borrowed from you. others’ offices.

The government took the issue a step further andAn additional problem that aircraft owners will
said that the reason for the letter and regulatiggkperience from this proposed change is in relation to
change was that there was a problem with peoplee Chicago convention signed in the United States
who went overseas and loaned their aircraft to somen 7 December 1944. That convention aims to de-
one else in their absence. According to the govermelop international civil aviation so as to greatly help
ment, these people were not giving airworthiness déreate and preserve friendship and understanding
rectives to the person who had borrowed the aircraftmong the nations and peoples of the world in a safe
The government did not take into account the faénd orderly manner so that international air transport



Wednesday, 8 November 2000 SENATE P19171

services may be established on the basis of equality July and tabled for scrutiny in both houses on 14
and opportunity, and operated soundly and economi-  August—on 9 October we saw Senator Greig give
cally. notice of a motion to be moved within 10 sitting days
Article 21 of that convention deals with ‘theto disallow all of those regulations. The amendments
keeping of a record’ of aircraft owners—in the Oxto the regulations added a subpart Q to part 21,
"|dentification of aircraft and aeronautical products’,

ford dictionary sense. It states that ‘each contracti ‘Nt : . " ,
. part 45, ‘Nationality and registration marks’ and part
state undertakes to supply to any other contractl%’ ‘Registration of aircraft of the Civil Aviation

state, or to the International Civil Aviation Orgar7'5""'Regulations 1998, as well as making some related
tion on demand, information concerning the registray " - dments to those requlations
tion and ownership of any particular aircraft regis- 9 ) . .
tered in that state’. Under the amended regulation 47, The changes to part 47, registration of aircraft,
the regulation that we seek to disallow, Australifdve generated—as Senator Greig has indicated—a
would not meet its obligations under the Chicagélgnlflcant amount of anger and concern in the avia-
convention, because there would be no aircraft refon industry, particularly from aircraft owners. The
ister that gives ownership information of aircraft irPther parts of the regulation do not appear to the op-
Australia. For all of these reasons | urge other sen@0sition to be contentious. These new regulations
tors to give serious consideration to joining with thivere introduced to address problems the Civil Avia-
Democrats to support this disallowance motion séPn Safety Authority had identified with Australia’s

that part 47 of the civil aviation regulations would béircraft registration system. From a safety perspec-
disallowed. tive, the previous regulations failed to clearly identify

o ~that the person holding the certificate of registration

In summarising, what we Democrats are hoping t#r an aircraft was responsible for the airworthiness

achieve here today is that there be no uncertainggntrol of the aircraft. It was therefore possible for

about ownership, and we argue the case that this pajrworthiness directives to be directed to a person

ticular proposed regulation, which means an owngfho was not actually operating the aircraft. There is a
would have to supply their certificate of registratiorjebate in the industry that this is indeed a problem.

to someone leasing a plane or borrowing a plane, 'Swhile part 47 attempted to address this potential

really quite absurd. It brings in an element of amb'éafety concern, the new regulation is ineffective be-

guity and uncertainty with aircraft owners which iscause of an unusual definition of the word ‘owner’
both unnecessary and unwarranted. As a result, the new regulation is being interpreted to
Senator O’'BRIEN (Tasmania) (3.57 p.m.)—l am mean that aircraft owners must transfer their certifi-
pleased to see the Minister representing the Ministeation of registration to the organisation responsible
for Transport and Regional Services back here afttar maintenance and airworthiness of the aircraft. A
question time. | am sure he has spent some of thusther interpretation is that this transfer equates to or
intervening time looking up the handbook just to seinplies a transfer of ownership of the aircraft. While
who Mr John Sharp was, what his portfolio was andhe government denies this impact, the minister’s
what period he spent in cabinet. | am sure he has affice conceded to Labor that the definition is
freshed himself on that and that he will be bettéstrange and not consistent with the normal dictionary
equipped when he is next asked a question aboutriteaning of the term’. Industry anger and confusion
He might even care to put something on the record &bout this new regulation have been fuelled by mis-
this debate. leading communiques from the Civil Aviation Safety
| was reminded in the contribution by Senatofuthority to the industry on matters related to this

Greig about a matter | raised in question time whiciSue- A fundamental problem with this regulation is
seems to me to be very relevant to the question cdhe ineffective consultation with the industry about its
cerning this process of disallowing the making of 4nPlications. . _
regulation or opposing part of a regulation, if | can Labor supports wholeheartedly this motion, as
put it that way—that is, the question regarding themended, to disallow that part of the regulation. It
chief executive of the Civil Aviation Safety Author-means that only the offending part of the regulation is
ity, Mr Toller, being counselled for breaking such 4o be disallowed. From the start of this issue, Labor
regulation. has acknowledged the anger, confusion and technical

When we go through this process, flawed as it hggoblems with the changes to part 47. However, we
been in this case—where there has to be a prople also not wanted to obstruct other reform meas-
consultation process with the industry, people mades in the regulation. This included changes that
aware of what is intended to be done and then a |4y assist in controliing problems like bogus parts.
made effectively by the parliament by not disallow- NiS iS what has set our approach apart from that of
; d Hbe Democrats on this matter. They have speedily
promulgator would have had greater respect for RUrsued a total disallowance proposal which would
than anyone else. | think that is a problem which si{?"e killed off the good with the bad in this regula-
in the mind of some of the senators here in relation 9" We have been carefully and responsibly consid-
the occurrence that we mentioned in question time, €7Ng the best course of action. _

Turning to the regulations in question—the Civil Our original call to the government, | might say,
Aviation Amendment Regulations 2000 (No 3)Was to withdraw the regulation, make the necessary
which were made on 24 July this year, gazetted on §1ange to remove part 47, and then resubmit the
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other positive parts. We did find, however, that this concerns, and of course passing those concerns on to
presented some technical difficulties with Senate pro-  the minister and the department.
cedures. So following negotiations between the office | do thank both the Australian Democrats and the
of the Minister for Transport and Regional Services  Aystralian Labor Party for their cooperation in
and the office of the shadow minister for transport,  amending the original disallowance motion. Had the
Mr Martin Ferguson, the sensible option—that is, t@yiginal disallowance motion gone ahead, it would
disallow only the offending part of this regulation—naye meant that the whole series of important regu-
was found. In saying that, however, Labor woulghiory reforms that this regulation brings about would
have been prepared to disallow the whole regulati¢fyye been cancelled, dismissed, and unable to start.
were that the only way to prevent the promulgation ofnat would have made the regulation of aviation
the totally objectionable part of this package. Theyen more difficult and the goal of safety that we all
industry reaction to this regulation was voluminougspire to even more difficult, so | do appreciate them
and appeared to us to be unanimous in its oppositighth working with the government on amending the
to this change. motion to get it to the state it is now in. We still do
While CASA claimed that it consulted appropri-not agree with the motion in the state that it is in, but
ately on this issue, it is baldly apparent that it was ndtis certainly infinitely better than the original mo-
effective consultation, if indeed it was as broad aton.

CASA suggests. The process of aviation reform in As the other speakers have said, the Civil Aviation
this industry, | might say, is in an appalling state. Lagafety Authority developed part 47 as part of the
bOI’ Ca||S on the mll’_HSter tO Intervene to .ensure .thabvernment’s regulatory reform program. The gov-
CASA stops giving lip-service to consultation, whichernment is steadily updating and simplifying Austra-
is what we think has been the case in this mattef's air safety regulations and bringing them into line
CASA must understand—and | draw on and quolgith international best practice. Part 47 addresses a
part of a decision by Commissioner Smith back igroblem in the existing aircraft registration system.
1990 that involved CASAs predecessor, the Civiht present, the registration system does not clearly
Aviation Authority—that they must consult ‘not only jgentify the person or organisation responsible for
in appearance but in fact’. | urge CASA to take thigontrolling the maintenance of a registered aircraft.
on board when they go back to the industry to revigtto; example, it is not unknown for private aircraft
the issue of aircraft registration. owners to loan their planes to friends or to the local

Labor takes this opportunity to thank all who havaero club for long periods. Under the existing regis-
stepped forward to make their views known to us, dsation system, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority
they have to other senators. Labor will be supportingould continue to send airworthiness notices to the
the disallowance motion as amended, because it m@wvner, who might be away, who might be overseas or
moves the objectionable part of the regulation whilstho might simply forget to pass them on to the per-
retaining those parts of the regulation which appeaon who currently has control of the aircraft.

to us to be wholly unobjectionable. The government’s objective has been fairly

Senator IAN MACDONALD (Queensland- straightforward—that is, it is one of ensuring that the
Minister for Regional Services, Territories and Locaperson responsible for controlling the maintenance of
Government)(4.05 p.m.)—Senator O’'Brien indicated an aircraft actually receives the maintenance instruc-
as he commenced his contribution that he was cotiens from CASA. Senator Greig contended in his
cerned to know what | had been doing after questiamontribution that part 47 was comparable with re-
time. He was hoping | had been doing certain thinggquiring a car owner to transfer his or her registration
Senator O’'Brien, can | put your mind at rest. No, papers to the local garage. That interpretation of the
was not doing what you hoped | was doing. | was iregulations is not correct. This part would require that
fact at the Australian War Memorial with the Ad-the registration papers be transferred to the person or
ministrator of Norfolk Island. On behalf of the Nor-organisation making the decisions about whether or
folk Island government we presented two special satst to have the aircraft maintained, not to the person
of limited edition Norfolk Island stamps signed bywho actually carries out the work.

two SUI’ViVing Austra“an \ﬁCtorIa CI’OSS Winnel’s, Mr Senator Gre|g has ra|Sed two main concerns about
Ted Kenna VC and Mr Keith Payne VC. They wergne regulations. The first is the level of consultation
signed on Anzac Day 2000 on Norfolk Island. So iith the industry, and it is very appropriate to raise
has been a very productive afternoon for me singgat CASA circulated a draft of these regulations in
question time, and | thank you for your interest in MYAugust 1998. There were only 61 responses, and they
movements. were mainly of a fairly minor nature. The number of
| understand the arguments both Senator Greig acdmplaints that we have all received shows that the
Senator O’Brien have made. Some of the submisensultation process was not adequate. | agree with
sions that both senators indicate their colleagues haother speakers—and | know Mr Anderson does as
received from the industry | am told have also beemell—that CASA will have to make more of an effort
received by many members on this side as wetb explain its proposed changes to the air safety
Submissions are always put, and we as both senatmegulations and to listen to the concerns of the indus-
and members of the government are interested in ady. That message has, as | said, come through loud
dressing those issues, listening to people who haaad clear in what Senators Greig and O’Brien said,
and certainly in what a lot of Liberal and National
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Party members and senators have indicated from the
responses they received.

However, | might say that the industry also needs
to sharpen up its act in these matters. These changes
were widely advertised, yet, as | mentioned, CASA
only received some 61 responses. This is despite the
fact that almost everyone in the aviation industry
agrees that regulatory reform is necessary. Many
people in the industry argue that the government is
not pressing ahead fast enough, and yet it seems that
few people in the industry could be bothered reading
about the changes or commenting on them. The sec-
ond concern raised in the debate relates to the issue
of aircraft ownership. Many aircraft owners have ar-
gued that their certificate of registration constitutes
proof that they own the aircraft.

Senator Bolkus interjecting—

Senator IAN MACDONALD—It is just that |
cannot hear myself think—that is all.

Senator Bolkus—Sorry to interrupt you.

SENATE
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has a contribution to make and it would certainly be
useful to have his views.

The committee will be tasked with developing an
effective, simple system for registering aircraft, tak-
ing into account the best elements of previous work.
The new system will have to ensure that CASA can
definitely identify the person or organisation respon-
sible for making decisions about the maintenance of
an aircraft. The committee will also consider whether
it would be desirable to establish a system to provide
conclusive information about aircraft ownership or to
maintain a list of the encumbrances on any particular
aircraft. The cost of establishing and running such a
system would be recovered from the industry. It has
been suggested that the 1988 registration system does
not need to be updated at all. In the government’s
view those suggestions are not correct. The 1988
registration system is out of date; it does not meet the
government safety objective, which is a fairly
straightforward one of ensuring that airworthiness
notices reach the right person. It is not a legally valid

Senator IAN MACDONALD—That is okay. Do ownership register even though it appears that many
not worry about it. | accept that as your behavioupeople in the industry would like to have one.

Senator Bolkus, so it does not come as a surprise.

The committee will be required to submit its dis-

I make it clear that the certificate of registratiorcussion paper to the Director of Aviation Safety by
has never been proof of ownership. As | say, markyiday, 27 April 2001. A discussion paper will then
aircraft owners have argued that their certificate dfe circulated for industry-wide comment. | do urge
registration constitutes proof that they own their aithe aviation industry to look for that discussion paper

craft. They were concerned that part 47 would urwhen it comes out. | know that it will be widely cir-
dermine their property right. But | emphasise agai@ulated and advertised, and | do urge the industry and
that a certificate of registration has never been prosfl those interested in the matter of aviation safety to
of ownership. The civil aircraft register does includéave a look at it and, if they have a view, to make
information about the holders of property interests igure that they respond to the draft regulations. | am
registered aircraft, but this information is basedonfident that the revised consultation arrangements
purely on advice provided by certificate holders. Avill enable us to develop a new registration system
certificate of registration has no conclusive legdhat meets the government’s safety and administrative
value, and the Federal Court has judged that it has @ljectives and also meets the concerns of the aviation
conclusive legal value. It cannot be used in the courtgdustry.

to determine ownership claims on Australian aircraft. Senator GREIG (Western Australiaj4.17 p.m.)—
Nor does the register provide any security of properfyy summing up, | would like to make a few points.
interests or any notice of property interests. Becausgstly, | would like to acknowledge that Senator
of its limited scope, it also does not even record ath'Brien did ask some pertinent questions with re-
the people who may have an interest in the aircraft. dpect to CASA's chair today in question time. While
is clear that there is a widespread belief that certifihere may be problems surrounding the qualifications
cates of registration should also be proof of ownethat Dr Scully-Power holds, we Democrats have al-
ship. Part 47 does not meet this objective, but thefays been more concerned with focusing on policy
nor does the 1988 registration system which it wagther than personality. However, we recognise that
hoped part 47 would upgrade. CASAs approach to aviation regulation has many
The government recognise that the ownership igroblems and that this proposed regulation change is
sue needs to be resolved and, as a result, we will symptomatic of that approach within CASA.
be leIdIng on the djs_allowance motion. The Demo- Senator O'Brien made a point about parts and
crats and the opposition have, as | said, worked prépare parts. | would comment that these new regula-
ductively with us to limit the scope of part 47, andions would mean, in continuing the car analogy, for
again | express the government's appreciation of thaixample, that aircraft owners can only use original
The Deputy Prime Minister and the Minister formanufactures, not spares from, say, Repco. Senator
Transport and Regional Services, Mr Anderson, with'Brien also made the point that Labor would have
be announcing the establishment of a joint govereen prepared to disallow this entire set of regula-
ment-industry committee to draft a discussion pap@bns rather than simply part 47. | make the point that,
on developing a new registration system. Mr Boyg that was Labor’s position, it did not at any stage
Munro, who Senator Greig mentioned, was invited tetate that to the Democrats, and today is the first |
join this committee but the early indications | havéyave heard of it. Towards the end of his speech,
are that Mr Munro will not accept that position,Senator Macdonald said that Mr Munro had not ac-
which is perhaps unfortunate, because he obviousgpted his invitation to participate in the coming con-
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sultation and inquiry process. | understand from Mr standard in a specified way in respect of speci-
Munro that the reason he did not accept the invitation fied supplies of the fuel by:
is because he believes that the present aircraft register (a) that person; or
IS SUffICIen'[ Pel’haps he may COﬂS'der par'[ICI paII ng n (b) any other Speciﬁed person (@ulated per-
some way to present that case, but at this stage he has son).
chosen not to. (2) An approval under subsection (1) comes into

In a general sense, in terms of the issue before us, force on the day specified in the approval and
my underlying concern is that the transport minister, remains in force for the period specified in the
Mr Anderson, appears to have no real commitment to approval.
general aviation and, as minister, has not successfully ~ (4) Page 9 (after line 17), after clause 17, insert:
advocated what we Democrats would consider to be 17A Approvalsand reasons for approvalsto be
aviation reform. As it happens, general aviation is a made public
significant and very necessary part of rura and re- As soon as practicable after granting an approval
gional communities and rural and regional econo- under section 13, the Minister must cause to be
mies—an area that Mr Anderson as both a member of published in theGazette a notice containing the
parliament and Leader of the National Party claims to following information:
represent. This is evidenced by the overwhelming (@) the name of the person to whom the approval
support that | and other MPs have received in terms has been granted;
Of Opposmg I’egu|a'[|0n 47, Whether '[hl’OUgh |e'['[eI’S, (b) the period of Operation of the approva|;
emails or fa>_(es. A great many of them came from (c) details of the approved variation of the fuel
rural and regional areas. standard:

In a general sense | am concerned that what ap- (d) reasons for granting the approval.

pears to be happening at times with CASA is th | 2 12 (I 1 o4 . h
they seem to be busying themselves with what Ji ) (Cefﬁistghtz?ge (lines 16 to 24), omit paragrap

Hacker fromYes, Prime Minister might have de- © if
scribed as creative inertia—or perhaps that was Sir o

Humphrey. CASA, by busying themselves with over- () the fuel was supplied to the person in
regulation, seem to be producing more and more ob- Australia; and

scure, unnecessary and abundant regulations as a way (i) any person held an approval varying the
of seemingly justifying their own existence. General standard in respect of that supply;

aviation activity in Australia has SI'Ppe.d to an aI_I— the fuel as altered does not comply with that
time low. The point that Senator O’Brien made in standard as varied (whether or not the fuel

terms of the letters and faxes that we senators have complied with that standard as varied before
been receiving is that they have been unanimous. the alteration).

Senator O'Brien was not clear that they were unanj- . . _—
mous, but certainly from my observation—from tthnder the provisions in the legislation as proposed,

approximately 1,000 which | received, which | untheminister can grant an approval to exempt a person
derstand represents 65 to 70 per cent of small plaff@Mm compliance with a fuel standard or to vary a
owners across the nation—not one of them, not onde Standard in respect of fuel supplied by a particu-
letter, fax or phone call from a general aviation pilof& Person. Thisis to provide for some flexibility for
said, ‘Yes, this is a good and necessary regulatiofpecial events, such as car rallies or special applica-

yes, we want your support for it. Please don't oppodionS—in Antarctica, for instance. The ALP has had a
it Quite the contrary. So, given all that, | think itconcern that this provision does provide excessive

best that regulation 47 be disallowed. discretion for the minister and may lead to an uneven

) . ) . playing field in industry. These are points that | made
Question resolved in the affirmative. in the second reading stage of the debate, but | am

FUEL QUALITY STANDARDSBILL 2000 making them again to give the minister some time to
In Committee appear, although Senator Macdonald may have had

: . some written instruction in the meantime. My under-

Conspleratlon resumed. standing is that, in respect of this batch of amend-
The bill. ments, at least, the government is prepared to accept

Senator BOLKUS (South Australia)4.22 pm.)—  them.

tsny leave—I| move opposition amendments Nos 1 to Senator lan Macdonald—Keep talking. | want to

' . , hear a bit more about it.
(1) Clause 11, page 6 (lines 9 and 10), omit “to exempt

compliance with a fuel standard or”. Senator BOLK US—I have not persuaded you yet.
(2) Clause 12, page 7 (lines 11 and 12), omit paragraﬁ?ﬂato_r Allison might. There is no provision in the
(d). egislation for consultation with a fuel standards con-
(3) Clause 13, page 8 (lines 3 to 13), omit the clausgultative committee or for public consultation. There
substitute: IS no provision for the reasons for such a decision to
13 Grant of approval be made public and there are no limits on the dura-
(1) The Minister may grant to any person an a tion of such an exemption. Where an exemption is
proval in writing t%/atgi a respect):)fpspecifie A fueﬁ’glven rather than a variation on a standard, there is

that is the subject of a fuel standard, varies thgffectlvely no minimum standard imposed on that



